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ABSTRACT 

. The major purpose of the three studies reported here 
was to investigate possible differences in agreement/disagreement 
with attitude statements as; a function of . tyiei r type (with" regard to 

• ppsitivity/negat ivity) and personalism. In the first study, -.90 
students completed scales on energy, conservation arid on having good 
study habits. Agreement varied -considerably as a function pf item 
type, but the rank order of agreement ratings was not consistent 
across the personalism factor. In the Second study, 100 students 
completed scales on energy conservation and oil regular exercise. - 
Agreement varied considerably Across item type, and /the rank order of 
mean /agrelmeivt was very consistent oVer the personalism factor .In _ 
the third study, 80 students completed scales on^ei ergy conservation 
and on regular exercise. The findings resembled those of the secoi\B 
study. ' When combined over^the three studies,, there isr strong am! 
consistent evidence that people give more extreme ratings to 

* "negat ive" than to "posf tive" ' i t.emsl. I tern personalism had Ho 1 
consistent effect on agreement ratings. (BW) - • 
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Background 

Constructing scales' /to measure 1 seif-reporfced attitudes and other > 
dispositions is. a. task frequently Faced by social researchers* Ai- 
thbusrh many techniques are available tor refining scales,* there is 
H^Little. guidance for perhaps the . most difficult stage of test con- 
struction — writing, the items,. _/, This paper presents a theoretically 
based. system for writing. attitude sqale items, and. reports' the re- 
sults qf three experiments on some of thte psychometric^ properties 
of items written according to the system . ; \. 0 * .- - • 

Attitudes "aire; .sometimes conceptually clef ined and most often qpera-\ 
ti anally defined as the totality*, of. beliefs about in. attitude ob- 
ject* : - Probably the most common type of ''belief' statement used to 
measure attitudes is one which has thrie eomponentg ; (ij .the a't- 
. titude object which, is (.2) linked ii* some way to (3) an attribute 1 
or -consequence, that has evaluative implication^. In the simplest / 
case; these three components can each be expressed in ''.positive." . t 
or ''negative." terms; this yields 2^ or ei#hti? basically different 
types of -statements (see accompanying' t&bie ) • * ' ■ . r 

According tq- extensions of heider's balance theory, a statement 
for which the product of the % " signs" of -its' three components is m 
ppsitive, is a balanced statement that £ays something positive 
about the attitude object, when the product is negative,, the 

; statement is- imbalanced and says something negative a.bout the> / 
ob jectr v Extensions of balance theory as well as empirical Work 
oh social judgment suggest that '.certain psychological 'responses 
such as agreement/disagreement with k statement may be affected 

t by its structures Other liries of research on social perception, 
imply that positive and negative 'affeqtive Reactions are not - 

^ symmetrical. For example, a perspn who ha? a bad trait may be * 

' seen a!s more "bad" than a person who has a good trait is seen as 
"rood": — eveh» if the bad and fro od traits are antonyms . ^ 

Still other derivations froip balance th-eory suggest that' statements \ 
about obj-ects that are personalized (e.g.^ by including personal 
pronouns] might be judged* differently, than^ otherwise similar but - 
^impersonal statements. An inspection 'of 25 attitude 'scales in the f 
public domain revealed that none- contained all personal items, and . 
16 contained all impersonal items. •» In the nine remaining bases 
containing a mixture of both, . there were ►too, few: personal items, 
to draw any comparisons^ e.g. r about differences in judged favor- n 
ability. The same inspection of existing scale's also revealed • 
that item types 1 and 2 (see accompanying' table ) are the niost 
frequently used; # the ~other six posrsible types are rather, rare. - 

The major purpose of the three studies reported here was to in r 
vestigate* possible differences- in agreement/disagreement with 
attitude statements *as a function of their type (particularly / 
with regard to positivity/negat ivity ) arid personal ism.^ "* As a set, : 
the studies were designed to also determine if>ariy such effects^. [ 
depended* on having: scales that are hombereneous with respect to * ■ * 
personal ism and on 1 controlling for the' meaning of the attribute's. 




: - Examples of the Eight Types "of Statements 

in Personal and Impersonal Forms - ■ 

> 0 ' .... ' 

Type . t 

Objedt Link Attribute : " . % ; 

1. + + + P: My engaging in - regular .exercis^woiild lead 

me <to living ;jLonger>; ._ -f ' 
I: jhgaging in regular jsxercise* leads. to v 
' -.living lohgerv 

2*' + * - P: My participating in a regular exercise . 

• ' program would result in my being looked 

" * t , • down upon by others; - m _ 

I: Participating in a regular exercise 

; ■ program results in being looked down 

^ upon "by others, 

y. : + - P^My: exercising every :day would* stand in 

tfee way of making effective *Qse of my time 
Exercising' every day stands in the way 
• of making effective use of* time* 

4. + - My' exercising regularly, would .keep me frbm 

s ^ getting heart disease . * , _ 

I: Zeroising regularly keeps people from 

- • \ getting heart 'diseases 

5* - ' : P- Hy avoiding daily, exercise would bring 

• - about a good s'tate of health - for me. 

; ' Avoiding daily exe'rcise brings _ about a 

good state of health. 

6; - " + . - P: My lack of exercise would- cause me to 

be overweight.. ; ' 

; ' I: A lack of* exercise causes being over- 

: ' T= ; ■ ' weight. \ 

7. - .• . + vP: Without regular exercise, I -would lose* V 

my ability to relax. : 
I :.' Without regular exercise, one loses the 
^ ability to relax* ' 

8. - - - P : I could prevent being irritable by my 

' . . not having to exercise on a regular basis; 
- i: People can prevent being irritable by 

not hkving to exercise bn-a regular basis. 

" - ' ' ■ . ■ , ■» - - . ■ i 

Note : The plus and minus signs indicate whether the attitude - 
object, verbal linkage and" evaluative attribute are construed 
in positive or negative terms, regardless of where tfcey appear 
in a statements. * * 

■ ■ - . v 
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Study^ i . ^Ninety, students completed two 3?- item .scales! one on 
energy conferva t ion. and_ one on haying good study. habits. Each * 
scale contained fwo« sets of 16 Items (one personal ^and v one imper- 
sonal item of each type) in random order. * The' attributes were 
different for each item; 



Mean Agreement Ratings* 



Item 


Conserving 


Energy 


Study. 


Habits 


Type: 


Pers. 


Inipers. 


Pers. 


Impers. 


1 


^. 96' 


if. 89 - 


ifM 


' 4.83 


2 


5.37 


'M3 ■ 


4.83 


4.72 


3 

• - 




5.29 v 


if.. 56 " 


2.99' 


4. 


3.37 


4.08 


•V 3*79 


4.13 


5 


4.49 


5.^9 


3.72 


-5.29 


6 


•5.43 


if. 67 


; 4.60 


3. Q8 . 


7 


3.67 


4.81 


* 3.61 


4.11 


8 


4. 52 


4.03 


•5.13 ,, 


• 3^4 



Agreement varied considerably as a- function of item-iype, but the 
rank order of agreement ratings was not consistent across the : 
personal ism factor, ie, , the personal items receiving^Sigher • 
ratings were riot the same as the impersonal items that ^received 
higher ratings. However, in general, the four "negative 11 * item 
types (2, 3, 5 * and 8) obtained somewhat more extreme ratings 
than did the four "positive" item types (1, 4, 6 and 7) • 

personal items obtained slightly higher ratings than impersonal 
ones on . the study. habits issue, but for energy conservation 
there was no difference. " 

The interaction between 'item type and personal ism was such that 
personal items obtained somewhat more extreme ratings on some 
types (2, 3, 6 and 8), but less extreme ratings on other types 
(k, 5 and 7) than impersonal items, ■ • ( '* 

These patterns were riot fully, consistent for both issues^or for the 
two sets or replications of items^ used in both issues. 



* Agreement ratings were made on a 1 to 7 scale; theoretically 
negative items were reverse^ scored so that higher scores in- 
dicate greats favorability toward the attitude object .for all • 
items, * • ,- / / . 



Study t 2. One hundred students completed two-8-item scales, one on 
energy conservation and the other on >rggular exercise. Each scale 
contained one item of each 8 of " the eight 'types and,- for- a jparticu- j 
lar scale, the items' were either all personal x>r ^11 impersonal • 
There were four versions- of each scale created by counterbalancing 
which attribute appeared in a given typei * Thus, ixj combining over 
versions, attribute content was "controlled 11 by counterbalancing* 
Each respondent completed onl^y. a personal scale for one issue and 
an imperaonal scale for the .other, so each scale was r&ted by 
x 12- to people, . 

Mean Agreement Eatings^' 





Conservmg Energy 


v_ Regular 


Exercise 




Pers. 


Impers . 


-Pers. 


Impers. 


i* 


4.-76 . 


5.22 . 


5.76 


' 6.16 


2. 


5.45 


5.55 . 
5.43 ' : 


.5.. 98 


6.35 


, 3* 


5v51 . 


_ 5.88 


5.67 


4. 


3.88 


4.24 


4.78 


4.78 


5. ♦ 


5.53 


6.12 


6.16 


6.07 


6. 


4.(32 


4.53 ; 


4;i2 


4.58 


7. 


3.82 


• 4.10 


4.63 ' 


3.94 


8.- 


5.31 


5.16 


>5.90 


. 5.27 



Agreement varied, considerably across the eight item types, and 
. the rank order of mean agreement was very consistent over ^ the 
personal ism_ factor for the various issues _ and scale versions , i.e., 
the item types obtaining higher ratings for^the personal items 
also obtained higher ratings for the_ impersonal ones. Items that 
; ,said something negative about the attitude objects receivedmore 
extreme ratings than did the positive item? although the size of . J 
this difference was not the same for all issues and scale versions. 

There was no' overall effect of item personalism, ratings 6f per- 
sonal items were slightly lower than impersonal ones on the energy 
issue, but for exercise the difference tended in the opposite way. 

The interaction 'between item type^and pef-sonalism was such jthat 
personal i^bems received higher ratings than- impergonstl -ones for 
some types (most consistently fpr types 3 Jmd_8) f and less extreme 
ratings for other types (most consistently types 1, 2 .and 6)< 

These findings were, no t\ fully consistent in size for all issues 
and' scale versions." - 

. . ■ _ * , . . .. _ _ _ ... 1 

* Agreement ratings, were made on a 1 to* 7 scale; theoretically 
negative items were reverse scored so that-higher scores indicate 
greater f a vorabil ity .toward the attitude object for all items* 



Study 3. .Eighty students completed two one on energy ^ 

conservation_and_the other on regular exercise. ; Each scale cohr 
tained one Item of eadh of the > eight basis types'i four of the 
items were .personal and four were impersonal There were four 
yerions of each scale fpr both issues created by counterbaiartdirig 
which attribute appeared- in^ a given type and by counterbaiancih^ 
whether a given type of item was personal or impersonal . -Each 
respondent completed only one version of a scale oh each issue,; 
so that each scale was "rated by 20 peojSJe. 

Mean Agreement fiatings* 
Conserving Energy Regular Exercise 





Pers. 


Impers. 


Pers. 


■ Impers. 


1. 


• 4.55 • 


4.28 


5.92 


6.10 


2. 


5.95 


. 5.30* 


6.25 


6.48 


3* 


5.88 


'5.95 


6.15 


.6.58 


4. 


•4.10 


5'.02 . 


4.25 


4.22 


5. 


5.02 


5.12 


6 . -15 


6.30. 


6." 


'3/50 • 


4.48 


4.05 


4.60 


7. 


3.85 


-3.55 


4.28- 


4.30 


8. 


5.9.0 


6.00 


5.88 


6.18 



Agreement varied considerably across the eight item types , and the 
rank order of mean agreement .was very consistent over the personal- 
ism factor as in Study 2. And, as in Sttidies .1 and 2, negative 
items obtained >much more ektreme ratings than. did positive ones. 

Personal items received' somewhat lower ratings than ISpersdnal 
qnesjCtfr both is sues L but this difference was only marginally 
significant for exercise and not significant .for energy. 

Item type and personal ism tended to interact in that personal / 
items obtained somewhat higher ratings for some types (1| 2 and 
7), but lower .ratings for other types (3.^ 5, 6 and 8). This 
interaction was significant *for energy but not exercise. 

As ih Studies 1 ; and 2, ' sigriif tcdiht interactions involving rep- 
lications or versions of a scale reveal that the effects of item 
type, .personalism or their interaction is not always ' of the game 
form or degree. - ; 

♦Agreement Ratings "were made on a 1 to 7 scale; theoretically ^ 
negative items were reverse scored so that higher scores*, indicate 
greater favorabili^y toward the attitude .object for all items* 



ERLC 



General conclusion^ and implications' - • 

^When combined over the three studies , there is. strong- and confels- 

* *tent evidence that people give-* more extreme ratings to "negative" - 

than to "positive" items. .This difference averages about 1.5 point e 
on a 7 point .scale. ^ Further, it seems clear that not* ^Xl positive 
o~r all negative items are judged:, alike. For example, in general \ 
type i item's received higher ratings tharr type ? items. ; _ keeping - 
in mind that the -attitude . objects^ as define^ in these studies 
in their positive "states," were. also socially desirable je.g. x / 
conserving energy^, and also noting: that^whether one defines, an ob^ 
ject or its opposite' as "the object" is rather arbitrary, it fol-^ 
lows that future studies might produce a reversal of the present 
findings — especially with socially undesirable objects (e.g. , 
smoking) . - Thus, the general principle may be that it is not "posi- 
tive" and "negative" items , > per' se. that differ., in the extremeness 
of the ratings they- elicit, but that we disagree** mo're with dis- 
agreeable statements than 'we agree with agreeable ones.' \ 

» 

Surprisingly, item personal! sm had no consistent effect on agree- 
ment ratings regardless of .whether a scale contained only -personal 
or only impersonal items (Study 2 j or a mixture of both (Studies 

* 1 ahct, 3)« Among the niany possible reasons for this, Sack of effect 
may be that some people "personalize " impersbnal statements or* 
"depersonalize" the personal ones. in any events the personal ism 

^factor warrants further research, . e.g. , oh whether it affects 
correlations of attitudes, with other variables ; such as behavior. 

Fersonalism tended to interact with item type, although this* effect 
was not very consistent or strongi Combining pver_ the three studies 
personally phrased items tended to receive more extreme* ratings 
'than impersonal ones for three of the four "negative" types (2,_3 
and 8), while they received lower ratings for all^the positive- types 
Perhaps the aforementioned tenderly to disagree more with items one 
disagrees with than" tb_ ap-ree with ? £tems ' one agrees with may be en- 
hanced by item personal ism because of ego Involvement biases. 

The procedure for count erbalancing attribute content sometimes- 
resulted in statements that were complek x implausible' or had- * 
other features "that may r have affected agreement judgments. This 
accounts for ^the interact ion effects of _ scale versions with item 
type' and persAalisi^. Thus, the specific content of an item, as 
distinct from its structural .feabures defined by bialance theory, * 
also influences how it is judged.. It should also x be noted that . 
other types of statements th^t do nbt fit neatly, into the present 
typology might be quite legitimate indicators of attitudes, fiveri 
so , it is suggested that attitude scale contructors consider t]\e 
wide possible variations in item* structure and content provided by 
the system and findings reported here when writing items. 

The variety of statements that can be made- about objects has ,im- 
plications for other kinds- of attitude research. For example^ . • * 
in trying to "sell 11, an object , which (ff _ the . four types of positive 
statements is more persuasive? Vie are currently investigating this 
and related Questions. 



